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W.G. Krummrich Plant
500 Monsanto Avenue
Sauget, lllinois 62206-1198

Re: Preliminary results of volatile organic compound and semi volatile organic
compound groundwater transport analysis and comparison to ecological
benchmark, W.G. Krummrich Plant, Sauget, lllinois

Dear Mr. Williams:

In accordance with your request, Groundwater Services, Inc. (GSI) has completed an
analysis of groundwater transport of volatile and semi volatile organic compounds in the
vicinity of the W.G. Krummrich Plant in Sauget, lllinois. The study was conducted to
evaluate the extent of constituent migration toward the Mississippi River and to predict
constituent concentrations proximate to the river. This letter summarizes the approach
and results of the groundwater transport analysis and a comparison of predicted river
discharge concentrations to 10 times the ecological benchmark.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

e The objective of this study was to evaluate the potential impact of volatile and semi
volatile organic compounds from an area west of the W.G. Krummrich Plant in
Sauget, lllinois on the Mississippi River.

e A groundwater transport analysis was performed using data collected from three
monitoring locations west of the W.G. Krummrich Plant to predict river discharge
concentrations of constituents of concern. The predicted concentrations were
compared to 10 times the ecological benchmark in order to determine impact on the
river.

o Resuits of the groundwater transport analysis, performed using both arithmetically
averaged and maximum measured values, predict that no constituents of concern
exceed 10 times the ecological benchmark concentration at the river based on
extrapolated concentration trends or first-order decay calculations using TACO
degradation rates.

INTRODUCTION

GSI recently conducted a groundwater sampling and testing program at three locations
west of the W.G. Krummrich Plant (Figure 1). The three monitoring locations, AA-
GWM-S1, AA-GWM-52, and AA-GWM-S3 represent a general groundwater flowpath
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from the Lot F area toward the Mississippi River (referred to as the Lot F transect
throughout this report). Data from the groundwater sampling program indicates the
presence of several dissolved volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and semi volatile
organic compounds (SVOCs) in the Lot F transect (Figure 2). Concentrations of
constituents of concern (COCs) at a river discharge point were predicted through

groundwater transport analysis of the data from the sampling program. The predicted -

constituent concentration at the river was compared to 10 times the ecological
benchmark concentration for each respective compound to determine the impact of
COCs from the Lot F transect on the river.

FIELD PROCEDURES

The groundwater sampling program was conducted by GSI during the period of July 15,
2002 through July 25, 2002. Groundwater samples were analyzed by Severn Trent
Laboratories (STL) in Savannah, GA and Sacramento, CA. A summary of field
procedures for the groundwater sampling program including monitoring locations, target
depths, analytes, and laboratory methods has been submitted previously (GSI, 2002).
The resulting groundwater data that was utilized in the present transport analysis has
not been validated and therefore should be considered preliminary.

GROUNDWATER TRANSPORT ANALYSIS METHODS

Conceptual Site Model

The area in the vicinity of the W.G. Krummvrich Plant is located in the Mississippi River
floodplain in an area referred to as the American Bottoms. The alluvial aquifer underlying
the area in the vicinity of the W.G. Krummrich Plant is described as consisting of valley fill

deposits (Cahokia Alluvium) overlying glacial outwash material (Henry Formation).

general, the permeability of the alluvial aquifer increases with depth, with the valley fill
material being comprised of silts and fine sands and the outwash material being
comprised of medium to coarse sand and gravel. Groundwater flow in the area is in a
westerly direction towards the river. The following table describes the three hydrogeologic

zones in the alluvial aquifer.

Hydrogeologic Approximate Seepage Velocity
Zone Depth (ft., MSL) (ft/day) (Solutia, 2002)
Shallow 380 - 395 0.02
Intermediate 350 - 380 4.00
Deep 270 - 350 6.00

The alluvial aquifer is underlain by limestone and dolomite bedrock.
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Previous groundwater sampling in the Sauget area has indicated elevated levels of
VOCs (e.g. benzene, chlorobenzene), SVOCs (e.g. dichlorobenzene, naphthalene),
pesticides, herbicides, PCBs, and metals. Source materials in the Sauget area result
from historical practices of industrial and municipal waste disposal in landfills and waste
pits. These disposal practices occurred from the 1950’s to the 1970’s (Solutia, 2002).
Due to the historical nature of the source material, the sourcing of constituents to
groundwater is likely constant or declining over time. Therefore, the groundwater plume
is likely to have reached a steady state condition that permits use of an extrapolation
based trend analysis.

Methods of Transport Analysis

Three methods of evaluating COC transport through the Lot F transect were utilized to
predict COC concentration at a hypothetical discharge point near the Mississippi River.
The resulting predicted concentration was compared to 10 times the ecological
benchmark for the respective COC to determine whether a potential impact to the river
exists. Ecological benchmark concentrations were obtained from the “Ecological Risk
Assessment for Sauget Area 1” report (Menzie-Cura, 2000) and the Guidance for
Conducting Ecological Risk Assessment at Remediation Sites in Texas (TNRCC, 2001).
The three methods of COC transport analysis were performed for each hydrogeologic
zone using both average values detected within each respective zone (non-detects
quantified as 0.5 x detection limit) and maximum values detected within each
hydrogeologic zone. The three methods of COC transport evaluated are:

e Transport with No Attenuation: This method of transport analysis assumes that
the average or maximum COC concentration detected within each hydrogeologic
zone at monitoring location AA-GWM-S1 (location nearest river, approximately 1350
ft. upgradient) is conserved throughout transport to the river. Processes such as
dispersion, sorption, and biodegradation are neglected. The average or maximum
concentration within each zone at AA-GWM-S1 was then compared to 10 times the
ecological benchmark. [f the evaluated COC concentration was below 10 times the
ecological benchmark then no further transport analysis was performed for that
COC. If the evaluated COC concentration exceeded 10 times the ecological
benchmark at the monitoring location nearest the river, then the following method of
transport analysis was performed.

« Transport with Attenuation Based on Extrapolated Trend: For COCs exceeding
10 times the ecological benchmark at the monitoring location nearest the river, a
regression analysis was performed by plotting the natural log of the average or
maximum COC concentration at each monitoring location against distance. The
resulting trend was then extrapolated and the COC concentration at the river was
predicted. Fate and transport processes such as dispersion, sorption, and
biodegradation are accounted for using this approach. If the predicted COC
concentration was below 10 times the ecological benchmark then no further
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transport analysis was performed for that COC. If the predicted COC concentration
exceeded 10 times the ecological benchmark or a uniformly decreasing trend was
not established, then a third method of transport analysis was performed.

« Transport with Attenuation Based on TACO Degradation Rates: For COCs
with a predicted concentration at the river exceeding 10 times the ecological
benchmark based on the extrapolated trend, a first order decay calculation was
performed using first order degradation rates obtained from Tiered Approach to
Corrective Action Objectives (TACO) (35 IAC 742). The calculation was performed
using both the average and maximum COC concentration within each hydrogeologic
zone at the monitoring location nearest the river as the initial concentration. The
value nearest the river was selected as the initial concentration since the
groundwater plume is assumed to be at steady-state.

GROUNDWATER TRANSPORT ANALYSIS RESULTS

Groundwater transport analysis of VOCs and SVOCs was performed using two
approaches: an average value approach and a maximum value approach. The average
value approach is a more reasonable evaluation of potential impact of COCs on the
river, while the maximum value approach represents a more conservative evaluation.
Table 1 and Table 2 provide summaries of the transport analysis obtained using
average values and maximum values, respectively.

Average Value Approach

For the average value approach, measured COC concentrations at each monitoring
location were arithmetically averaged within each hydrogeologic zone. CQOCs that were
not detected were quantified as one-haif the reported detection limit. The results of the
transport analysis using average COC concentrations for constituents with a detectable
concentration at the monitoring location nearest the river (AA-GWM-S1) are
summarized in Table 1.

- Shallow Hydrogeologic Zone: Three VOCs, benzene, chiorobenzene, and
methylene chloride, had detectable concentrations in the shallow hydrogeologic
zone at monitoring location AA-GWM-S1 (note that only one sample was taken in
the shallow zone, therefore, average and maximum values are identical). However,
the detected concentrations of all COCs were below 10 times the ecological
benchmark, therefore, no further transport analysis of these COCs was required. No
SVOCs were detected in the shallow hydrogeologic zone in the Lot F transect.

+ Intermediate Hydrogeologic Zone: Only one VOC, chloromethane, was detected
in the intermediate hydrogeologic zone at monitoring location AA-GWM-S1 (note
that only one sample was taken in the intermediate zone, therefore, average and
maximum values are identical). Chloromethane was detected at 0.0009 mg/L, which
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is less than 10 times the ecological benchmark. No SVOCs were detected in the
intermediate hydrogeologic zone at monitoring location AA-GWM-S1.

« Deep Hydrogeologic Zone: Several VOCs and SVOCs were detected in the deep
hydrogeologic zone at monitoring location AA-GWM-S1. However, only one COC,
chiorobenzene, had a concentration exceeding 10 times the ecological benchmark.
Transport analysis based on extrapolating the trend in average concentrations along
the Lot F transect predicted a river discharge concentration less than 10 times the
ecological benchmark for chlorobenzene (calculation found in Tabie 3). Two
detected COCs, chloroethane and 4-chloroaniline, do not have ecological
benchmark concentrations. The average detected concentrations of chioroethane
and 4-chloroaniline at monitoring location AA-GWM-S1 are 0.0097 mg/L and 0.006
mg/L, respectively (TACO Tier 1 Groundwater Remediation Objective for 4-
chloroaniline = 0.028 mg/L; no value for chloroethane (35 IAC 742)).

Only chlorobenzene, in the deep hydrogeologic zone, had an average concentration exceeding 10

times the ecological benchmark at the monitoring location nearest the river. Transport analysis
based on the extrapolated average concentration trend predicted a river discharge concentration
less than 10 times the ecological benchmark for chlorobenzene.

Maximum Value Approach

For the maximum value approach, the maximum measured COC concentration at each
monitoring location within each hydrogeologic zone was utilized in the transport analysis.
The results of the transport analysis using maximum COC concentrations for
constituents with a detectable concentration at the monitoring focation nearest the river
(AA-GWM-S1) are summarized in Table 2.

« Shallow Hydrogeologic Zone: Three VOCs, benzene, chiorobenzene, and
methylene chloride, had detectable concentrations in the shallow hydrogeologic
zone at monitoring location AA-GWM-S1 (note that only one sample was taken in
the shallow zone, therefore, average and maximum values are identical). However,
the detected concentrations of all COCs were below 10 times the ecological
benchmark, therefore, no further transport analysis of these COCs was required. No
SVOCs were detected in the shallow hydrogeologic zone in the Lot F transect.

+ Intermediate Hydrogeologic Zone: Only one VOC, chloromethane, was detected
in the intermediate hydrogeologic zone at monitoring location AA-GWM-S1 (note
that only one sample was taken in the intermediate zone, therefore, average and
maximum values are identical). Chloromethane was detected at 0.0009 mg/L, which
is less than 10 times the ecological benchmark. No SVOCs were detected in the
intermediate hydrogeologic zone at monitoring location AA-GWM-S1.
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« Deep Hydrogeologic Zone: Several VOCs and SVOCs were detected in the deep
hydrogeologic zone at monitoring location AA-GWM-S1. Two COCs, chlorobenzene
and 1,4-dichlorobenzene, had maximum concentrations exceeding 10 times the
ecological benchmark. For chlorobenzene, transport analysis based on
extrapolating the trend in maximum concentrations along the Lot F transect
predicted a river discharge concentration less than 10 times the ecological -
benchmark (calculation found in Table 5). For 1,4-dichlorobenzene, however, there
was not a uniformly decreasing trend along the Lot F transect and a transport
analysis based on extrapolated trend could not be performed. Transport analysis
based on first order degradation using the maximum detected concentration at
location AA-GWM-S1 and the TACO degradation rate predicted the 1,4-
dichlorobenze concentration at the river to be less than 10 times the ecological
benchmark (calculation found in Table 10). Two detected COCs, chloroethane and
4-chloroaniline, do not have ecological benchmark concentrations. The maximum
detected concentrations of chloroethane and 4-chloroaniline at monitoring location
AA-GWM-S1 are 0.011 mg/L and 0.012 mg/L, respectively (TACO Tier 1
Groundwater Remediation Obijective for 4-chloroaniline = 0.028 mg/L; no value for
chioroethane (35 IAC 742)).

Key Finding

Chlorobenzene and 1,4-dichlorobenzene, in the deep hydrogeologic zone, had maximum
concentrations exceeding 10 times the ecological benchmark at the monitoring location nearest
the river. Transport analysis based on the extrapolated maximum concentration trend predicted a
river discharge concentration less than 10 times the ecological benchmark for chlorobenzene.
Transport analysis based on TACO first-order degradation rates predicted a river discharge
concentration less than 10 times the ecological benchmark for 1,4-dichlorobenzene.

We have enjoyed working with you on this project. lf you have any further questions
please do not hesitate to call me or Travis McGuire at (713) 522-6300.

Charles J. Newell, Ph.D., P.E.
Vice President

P

Travis M. McGuire
Environmental Engineer

Attachments
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VOC AND SVOC GROUNDWATER TRANSPORT ANALYSIS AND
COMPARISON TO ECOLOGICAL BENCHMARK

Solutia, Inc.
W.G. Krummrich Plant
Sauget, lllinois -

Tables
Table Number and Title
Table 1: Comparison of Measured Average Concentrations Downgradient of Lot F
to Ecological Benchmarks
Table 2: Comparison of Measured Maximum Concentrations Downgradient of Lot F

to Ecological Benchmarks

Table 3: Predicted Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) Groundwater Discharge
Concentrations from Lot F Based on Extrapolated Trend of Measured
Average Concentrations

Table 4: Predicted Semivolatile Organic Compound (VOC) Groundwater Discharge
Concentrations from Lot F Based on Extrapolated Trend of Measured
Average Concentrations

Table 5: Predicted Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) Groundwater Discharge
Concentrations from Lot F Based on Extrapolated Trend of Measured
Maximum Concentrations

Table 6: Predicted Semivolatile Organic Compound (VOC) Groundwater Discharge
Concentrations from Lot F Based on Extrapolated Trend of Measured
Maximum Concentrations

Table 7: Predicted Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) Groundwater Discharge
Concentrations from Lot F Based on TACO Degradation Rates and
Measured Average Concentrations

Table 8: Predicted Semivolatile Organic Compound (VOC) Groundwater Discharge
Concentrations from Lot F Based on TACO Degradation Rates and
Measured Average Concentrations

Table 9: Predicted Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) Groundwater Discharge
Concentrations from Lot F Based on TACO Degradation Rates and
Measured Maximum Concentrations

Table 10:  Predicted Semivolatile Organic Compound (VOC) Groundwater Discharge
Concentrations from Lot F Based on TACO Degradation Rates and
Measured Maximum Concentrations
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TABLE 1
COMPARISON OF MEASURED AVERAGE CONCENTRATIONS DOWNGRADIENT
OF LOT F TO ECOLOGICAL BENCHMARKS

Solutia Inc., W. G. Krummrich Plant
Sauget, lllinois

7{ ::. LotF Groundwater Concentrations Exceeds
10 !imes Eeologlcal Benchmark at River Dlscharge Point
LotF Transect | s S S . wnh o wnh! anen'tg'non E
Hydigx:w:c cmm"’"' of —C°_“F‘?_"“ aﬁenuaﬂon"’ : \exfrapolat:d N "SQMMARY L
o <. trend? i
- VOCs - ST S

Shallow Benzene Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
Chiorobenzene Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
Methylene chloride Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
Intermediate Chloromethane Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
Deep Benzene Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
Chilorobenzene EXCEEDS Not Exceeded _ Not Exceeded

Chioroethane No Ecological Benchmark Concentration (See Note 6)
Chloromethane Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
1,1-Dichloroethane Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
Toluene Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
Trichloroethene Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
Vinyl chloride Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
SVOCs -~ T ' -
Deep 1,2-Dichlorobenzene Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
1,3-Dichlorobenzene Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
1,4-Dichlorobenzene Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
2-Chlorophenol Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
2,4-Dichlorophenol Not Exceeded o Not Exceeded

4-Chloroaniline - No Ecological Benchmark Concentration (See Note 6)
|bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate NotExceeded | o Not Exceeded
Naphthalene B Not Exceeded Not Exceeded

Notes:

1.

Only constituents with detectable concentrations at the monitoring location nearest the Mississippi River (AA-GWM-S1)
were evaluated.

. The "with no attenuation" value used tor comparison to the ecological benchmark represents the average measured

concentration at various sample depths within each hydrogeologic zone at the monitoring location downgradient of Lot F
nearest the Mississippi River (AA-GWM-S1, approximately 1350 ft. upgradient of Miss. R.).

. Values used for groundwater discharge concentration calculations based on extrapolated trend represent the average of

measured concentrations at various sample depths within each hydrogeologic zone. See Figure 2 for sample depths
and hydrogeologic zones for each monitoring location.

. Ecological Benchmark concentrations from Table 5.1 of *Ecological Risk Assessment for Sauget Area 1°,

Menzie-Cura & Associates, 2000 and “Guidance for Conducting Ecological Risk Assessments at Remediation
Sites in Texas", Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission, 2001.

. Lot F Transect comprised of geoprobe groundwater monitoring iocations AA-GWM-S1, AA-GWM-52, and AA-GWM-S3. See

Figure 1 for exact locations.

. The average measured concentration for constituents with no ecological benchmarks are as follows:

Chioroethane 0.0097 mg/L
4-Chloroaniline  0.006 mg/L



GSI Job No. G-2561-3
Revised: 9/20/02 .'
PRELIMINARY

GROUNDWATER
SERVICES. INC

TABLE 2
COMPARISON OF MEASURED MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS DOWNGRADIENT
OF LOT F TO ECOLOGICAL BENCHMARKS

Solutia Inc., W. G. Krummrich Plant
Sauget, lllinois

Lot F Groundwater Concentrations Exceeds
10 times Ecological Benchmark at River Discharge Point:*
Lot F Tra ) . - with attenuation | with attenuation B
nsect . with - based i ER
Hydrogeologlc | Constituent of Concern® | ™" "1 extrapolated _“deg' °d on TACO  SUMMARY
Zone R trend?® rates?* L
VOoCs o
Shallow Benzene __||_Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
Chlorobenzene Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
Methylene chioride Not Exceeded B Not Exceeded
Intermediate  [Chioromethane Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
Deep Benzene Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
Chlorobenzene _ I EXCEEDS Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
Chioroethane No Ecological Benchmark Concentration (See Note 7)
Chloromethane Not Exceeded | I Not Exceeded
1,1-Dichloroethane Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
Toluene . Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
Trichloroethene ~[|_Not Exceeded I T NotExceeded
Vinyl chloride Not Exceeded Not Excgeded
: svVoCs - ' i
Deep 1.2-Dichlorobenzene Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
1.3-Dichlorobenzene Not Exceeded o Not Exceeded
1,4-Dichlorobenzene | EXCEEDs Can't Calculate | Not Exceeded Not Exceeded =~ |
2-Chlorophenol Not Exceeded |~ T _ NotExceeded
2.4-Dichiorophenol || NotExceeded | | " " | NotExceeded
|4-Chloroaniline || _No Ecological Benchmark Concentration (See Note 7) J
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthaiate || Not Exceeded P R e Not Exceeded
Naphthalene || _Not Exceeded Not Exceeded
Notes:

1. Only conshtuents with detectable concentrations at the monitoring location nearest the Mississippi River (AA-GWM-S1)
were evaluated

2. The “with no attenuation” vaiue used for comparison to the ecotogical benchmark represents the maximum measured
concentration at various sample depths within each hydrogeologic zone at the monitoring location downgradient of Lot F
nearest the Mississippi River (AA-GWM-S1, approximately 1350 ft upgradient of Miss. R.).

3. Values used for groundwater discharge concentration calculations based on extrapolated trend represent the maximum of
measured concentrations at various sample depths within each hydrogeologic zone. See Figure 2 for sample depths
and hydrogeologic zones for each monitoring location.

4. Values used for groundwater discharge concentration calculations based on TACO degradation rates represent the maximum of
measured concentrations at various sample depths within each hydrogeologic zone at the monitoring location downgradient
of Lot F nearest the Mississippi River (AA-GWM-S1, approximately 1350 ft. upgradient of Miss. R.).

5. Ecological Benchmark concentrations from Table 5.1 of "Ecological Risk Assessment for Sauget Area 1,
Menzie-Cura & Associates, 2000 and "Guidance for Conducting Ecological Risk Assessments at Remediation
Sites in Texas", Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission, 2001.

6. Lot F Transect comprised of geoprobe groundwater sampling locations AA-GWM-S1, AA-GWM-52, and AA-GWM-S3. See
Figure 1 for exact locations.

7. The maximum measured concentration for constituents with no ecological benchmarks are as follows:
Chioroethane  0.011 mg/L
4-Chloroaniline 0.012 mg/L
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TABLE 3
PREDICTED VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND (VOC) GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE CONCENTRATIONS
FROM LOT F BASED ON EXTRAPOLATED TREND OF MEASURED AVERAGE CONCENTRATIONS
Solutia Inc., W. G. Krummnch Plant
Sauget, iflinois
Lot F Transect Shaliow Zone
Well, Dist ft B | Chior Methylene chloride
AA-GWM-S3] 0 0.0005 ** | 0.089 0.0011
AA-GWM-S1/ 1875 0.0006 i 0.0027 0.0011 -
Groundh [2 at the River 3225 Can't Calculate 2.18E-04 1.10E-03 -
1Ecological rk C : 013 0.064 22
|10 times E Ical Benchmark Concentration 13 0.64 2
{Exceed 10 imes Ecological Benchmark C ? Can't Calculate No No
Lot F Transect intermediate Zone
welll  Distance, ft_ Chi
T AA-GWM-S3] 0 0.025 **
AA-GWM-S2{ 1025 0.004 *
AA-GWM-S1 1875 0.0009
Groundwater Concentration at the River .- - 3225 -.| .. --BATEDS
Ecological Benchmark Concentration ... . : i 550
10 times Ecological Banchmark Coricentration ' o 550
'Exceed 10 times Ecological Benchmark C. fon?.. No
Lot F Transect Zone
well[ Distance, ft_ | 8 [ Chior Chlor |
AA-GWM-53 0 333 48.5 0.025 ** 0.025 ~ i
AA-GWM-S2 1025 0.022* 6.53 0.017 0015° |
AA-GWM-51 1875 0.07 2.53 0.0097 * 0.0085 * \
| d C at the River 3225 - 1.65E-04 2.57E-01 5.18E-03 4.04E-03
|Ecologi % C 0.13 0.064 NA 55.0
{10 times Ecological 8 xC ] 13 0.64 NA 550
E d 10 times togical B: & C tration? 1 No No Can* Calculate No
Lot F Transect Deep Zone (Continued)
I o __ Welll Distance,ft | 1,1-Dichloroethane Toluene ] Trichioroethene Vinyi chioride |
’ ) AA-GWM-S3] I YT 0038 * |______ 0025~ 0.025 ** N
AA-GWM-S2| 1025 ; 0017 0.017 ** w 0.017** 0.017 = 1
AA-GWM-S1I 1875 0.0105 - 0.010" i 0.011° 0.017° |
d Gr C at the River 3225 5.83E-03 3.71E-03 6.25E-03 1.20E-02
Ecological B [3 ation 0.047 0.0098 0.047 5.63
'10 times Ecologi & C 0.47 0.098 0.47 56.3
Exceed 10 times Ecological Benchmark Concentration? No No No No

NOTES
1 Concentrations in milligram per hter (mg/L}

2 Concentrations represent average detections I respective hydrogeologic zone
 Constituent at one or more sample intervals within respective hydrogeologic zone was not detected and was quantitied as

0 5 x detection limit 1n order to calculate an average concentration. Constituent was detected in at least one sample interval within the zone

** Constituent was not detected at any sample intervals within the respective hydrogeologic zone and was guantified as 0 5 x detection limi.

3 River concentrations calculated by obtaining the natural loganthm of the concentration and then estmating the concentration at the nver

using the TREND tunction in Microsoft Excel 2000,

4 Ecological benchmark concentrations without italics obtained from Tier Il concentrations trom Table 5 1 of *Ecologicat Risk Assessment for Sauget Area 1,"

Menzie-Cura & Associates, 2000. Ecological benchmarks with italics obtained from “Guidance for Conducting Ecological Risk Assessments at Remediation Sites in Texas,”

Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission, 2001. NA = Not available .
5 Where the trend does not show a uniformly decreasing concentration as the location nears the river, the estimated groundwater

concentration at the nveris *Can't Caiculate”.
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Transect D-4 Deep Zone

TABLE 4

PREDICTED SEM! VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND (SVOC) GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE CONCENTRATIONS
FROM LOT F BASED ON EXTRAPOLATED TREND OF MEASURED AVERAGE CONCENTRATIONS

Solutia Inc, W. G. Krummrich Plant

Sauget, Ninois

GROUNDWATER
SERVICES. INC

- - wolll _ Dis 12 1,3-Dichior 3,4-Dichior 2-Chiorophenol |
AA-GWM-S3| 0 0.00566 * 0.067 0.042 ]
M-Gwm-szr 1025 0.00713 0.20 0.0483
AA-GWM-S1 1875 0.00455 * 0.074° 0.0326
Groundwater C atthe River - 3225 Can't Caiculate Can't Galcuk CantC;
Ecological B C : R 0.071 T 0.015 0.13
10 times Ecological Benchmark C : e 045 13
d 10 times Ecological Benchmark C. 7 Can't Cakculate Can't Calcuiate Can*t Calcuiste j
TIransect D-4 Deep Zone (Continued) -
_ _ ____Wel[ D bis2-Ethyihexylp Naphthalene |
AA-GWM-S3! 0.005 " 0.015 .
AA-GWM-S2 0.005 ** 0.020" |
AA-GWM-S1] 0.005 * 0.00470 1
2 at the River - 2.9TE-03
E R St0012 - -
10 times gical k C 012
e

E d 10 times Ecol i

NOTES

N -

. Concentrations in milligram per liter (mg/L)
Concentrations represent average detections in respective hydrogeologic zone.

* Constituent at one or more sample intervals within respective hydrogeologic zone was not detected and was quantified as

0.5 x detection limit in order to caiculate an average concentration Constituent was detected in at leas! one sample interval within the 2one.
** Constituent was not detected at any sampie intervals within the respective hydrogeologic zone and was quantified as 0.5 x detection fimit.
River concentrations caiculated by obtaining the natural Iogarithm of the concentration and then estimating the concentration at the river

w

using the TREND function in Microsoft Excel 2000.

IS

Ecological benchmark concentrations without rtalics obtained from Tier Il concentrations from Table 5 t of “Ecological Risk Assessment for Sauget Area 1,"

Menzie-Cura & Associates, 2000. Ecological benchmarks with italics obtained from "Guidance tor Conducting Ecological Risk Assessments at Remediation Sites in Texas,”

Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission, 2001
Where the trend does not show a uniformly decreasing concentration as the location nears the river, the estimated groundwater

o

concentration at the nver is “Can't Calculate”

NA = Not avallable
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TABLE §
PREDICTED VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND (VOC) GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE CONCENTRATIONS
FROM LOT F BASED ON EXTRAPOLATED TREND OF MEASURED MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS
Solutia Inc., W. G. Krummrich Plant
Sauget, Ilinois
Lot F Transect Shallow Zone
Well| ft B Chlor Methy! rick
AA-GWM-S3| 0 0.0005 ** 0.089 0.0011
AA-GWM-S1] 1875 0.0006 0.0027 0.0011 -
d Grouna Concentration at the River 3225 -. | .- Can'tCalculate 2.18E-04 1.10E-03
\Ecological rk Ci : ) g o 13- 0.064 22
{10 times Ecological Benchmark Concentration - 0.64 S22
Exceed 10 times Ecological Benchmark C 7 "No " No
Lot F Transect intermediate Zone
Well L it
AA-GWM-S3 0
AA-GWM-S2 1025
S1 1875
; 4 Ground -—
Lot F Transect Deep Zone
Well| - Di n B 1 ¢ ch [ Chlorome 1
AA-GWM-53 0 74 I 100 0.025 - | 0.025 ** ‘
AA-GWM-S2 1025 0.023 78 0.017 [ 0.021 ]
AA-GWM-S 1875 0.079 37 0.011 | 0.0064 I
! d h c atthe River. -~ - = B - 2.54E-01 6.25E-03 -3.03E-03
gical Benchmark Concentration 0.084 NA 55.0
10 imes Ecological B Concentration 1.3 0.64 NA 550
'E d 10 times Ecological Benchmark C ? No No Can't Calculate No |
Lot F Transect Deep Zone (Continued)
Wwelll ft I 1,1-Dicl oethane Tol Trichloroethene Vinyi chloride
AA-GWM-S3| 0 0.025 = 0.065 0.025 ** 0.025 **
AA-GWM-S2/ 1025 0.017 ** 0.017 ** 0.017 = 0.017 **
AA-GWM-S1| 1875 0.014 0.0036 0.015 0.027
: d G C lon at the River 3225 8.97E-03 4.95E-04 9.94E-03 Can't Caiculate
.Ecological Bench Concentration : 0.047 0.0098 0.047. o 568
110 times Ecological Benchmark C 0.47 0.098 0.47 T 563
E d 10 times Ecological B hmark Cor ion? No No No Can't Caiculate

NOTES.
1 Concentrations in milligram per Iiter {(mg/L)

2 Concentrations represent maximum detections in respective hydrogeologic zone.

** Constituent was not detected at any sampie intervals within the respective hydrogeologic zone and was quantitied as 0 5 x detection limit
3. Rwver concentrations calculated by obtaining the natural logarithm of the concentration and then estimating the concentration at the nver

using the TREND function in Microsoft Excel 2000.

4 Ecotogical benchmark concentrations without talics obtamned from Tier 1) concentrations from Table 5.1 of "Ecological Risk Assessment for Sauget Area 1,*

Menzie-Cura & Associates, 2000. Ecological benchmarks with italics obtained from *Guidance for Conducting Ecological Risk Assessments at Remediation Sites in Texas,”

Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission, 2001. NA = Not available
5 Where the rend does not show a unitormly decreasing concentration as the location nears the river, the estimated groundwater

concentration at the river is “Can't Calculate™.
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TABLE 6
PREDICTED SEMI VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND (SVOC) GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE CONCENTRATIONS
FROM LOT F BASED ON EXTRAPOLATED TREND OF MEASURED MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS
Solutia Inc.. W G. Krummrich Plant
Sauget, Hinots
Transect D-4 Deep Zone X
_ Well] D ft | 12D e 1,3D [ 14D 2-Chiorophenol

AA-GWM-S3| 0 | 0.0067 0.007 0.19 Q060

AA-GWM-52| 1025 ' 0.015 0.012 T 0.36 0.054

AA-GWM-S1/ 1875 . 0.013 0.0055 0.18 0.048_
E G [ atthe River . - . 3225 . Can't Cakculate - . Can't Calculate . CanlC . i o B6E-02
Ecological B k C ‘ : 0,014 1R 0071 - - 0015 . - 013
10 times gical B [ . 014 - S .7 e 048 .. : R
Exceed 10 times Ecological B e C 7 Canrt Cakeu Can’t Cakulate . . CanCaiculate ~ '~ | " ~ No
Transect D-4 Deep Zone (Continued)

well{ Di n ] 24D phenol bis{2-Ethyihexyh)p Nap 1
- AA-GWM-S3 0 | 0.0017 0.031
AA-GWM-S2 1025 | 0.004 !
AA-GWM-S1 1875 0.0023
Gi [ at the River- 3225 Can’t Caicul P ]

Ecological -y o t NN e R 0,008 .
10 times gical B k Conce . . 0.85 . : - : -
E 10 imes Ecological Ix ark C. - - - CamCakulate - -} . . Can'tCaiculate U Ne o - o5 Ne
NOTES.

. Concentrations in milligram per liter (mg/L)
2. Concentrations represent maximum detections in respective hydrogeologic zone
** Consttuent was not detected at any sample intervals within the respective hydrogeologic zone and was quantitied as 0.5 x detection limit
3. River concentrations calculated by obtaining the natural logarithm of the concentration and then estimating the concentration at the river
using the TREND function in Microsoft Excet 2000.
Ecological benchmark concentrations without italics obtained from Tier It concentrations from Table 5 1 of *Ecological Risk Assessment for Sauget Area 1,"
Menzie-Cura & Associates, 2000 Ecological benchmarks with ttalics obtained from "Guidance tor Conducting Ecological Risk Assessments at Remediation Sites in Texas,”
Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commussion, 2001. NA = Not available
Where the trend does not show a uniformly decreasing concentration as the location nears the river, the estimated groundwater
concentration at the nver s "Can't Calculate”

IS

w
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Lot F Transect Shallow Zone

TABLE7
PREDICTED VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND (VOC) GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE CONCENTRATIONS
FROM LOT F BASED ON TACO DEGRADATION RATES AND MEASURED AVERAGE CONCENTRATIONS

Solutia Inc , W. G Krummrich Plant

Sauget, lilincis

GROUNDWATER
SERVICES. INC.

I Chior Methylene chioride
Average Concentration at Location Nearest Riverl 0.0006 0.0027 0.0011
welll AA-GWM-S1-40FT AA-GWM-S1-40FT AA-GWM-S1-40FT
Distance to River (i) 1350 1350 1350
Travel Time (days)| 67500 i 67500 [ 67500 ﬁ
First Order Degradation Constant (d )| 0.0009 I 0.0023 T 0.01 | .
d Gr C at the River 2.48E-30 1.02E-70 7.81E-297
gical B C ation 0.13 0.064 2.20
10 times Ecological Benchmark C: ) . 13 0.64 - 22
Exceed 10 times Ecological Bx k C ion? No No No
Lot F Transect Intermediate Zone
I Cnloromethane i
Average Concentration at Location Nearest River 0.0009 |
Well AA-GWM-$1-60FT \
Distance to River (ft) 1350 i
Travel Time (days) 338 !
First Order Degradation Constant (d'*) NA il
Can Calcul.
550
Exceed 10 times Ecological.Ber c ? - -_Can Calcutat
Lot F Transect Deep Zone
I Chlor T Chi I Chloromethane _l
Average Concentration at Location Nearest River| 0.07 253 | 0.0097 * | 0.0085 *
well| AA-GWM-51-80FT AA-GWM-S1-1200FT |  AA-GWM-S1-100FT |  AA-GWM-S1-140FT |
Distance to River (ft) 1350 1350 | 1350 [ 1350 *
Trave! Time (days) 225 225 : 225 T 25
First Order Degradation Constant (d )| 0.0009 00023 NA NA
Est d Gr Cor at the Rlver | 5.72E-02 1.51E+00 Can't Calculate Can't Caiculate
Ecological Benchmark C { 0.13 0.064 NA 55.0 Q‘
10 times Ecologi hmark C ion ! 13 0.64 [ NA 550 ‘
E 10 times Ecological k Conc ? No Yes [ Cant Calculate [ Can't Calculate J
Lot F Transect Deep Zone (Continued) o B
B B . o ‘ 1,1-Dichioroethane _ Toluene 1 Trichlor Vinyl chiorid |
o Average Concentration at Location Nearest River| _ __botos* - o.0t0* : 0.011* 0.017 * |
Well  AA-GWM-S1-120FT ~_ AA-GWM-S1.8OFT AA-GWM-S1-140FT AA-GWM-S1-140FT |
Dristance to River (ﬂ)»_ .30 - _ 1350 o ' . 1350 1350
Travel Time (days)i _ B - - e 225 225 |
First Order Degradahon Constant (d); 00019 0011 | 0.00042 | 000024 |
¥ [+ at the River 8.85E-03 8.42E-04 "~ 1.00E-02 1.61E-02
Ecological &k C 0.047 0.0098 0.047 ‘563 -
10 times Ecological B & C 0.47 0.098 o 0.47 563 .
10 times Ecologi rk C ? No No No No i
NOTES

1 Concentrations in milligram per liter (mg/L}

2. Concentrations represent average detections in respective hydrogeologic zone
* Constituent at one or more sample Intervals within respective hydrogeologic zone was not detected and was guantified as 0 5 x detection limit  Constituent was detected in at least

one sample interval.

** Constituent was not detected in any sample intervals within the respective hydrogeologtc zone and was quantified as 0 5 x detection imit
3 Travel ume caicuiated by dividing distance to river {from monitonng location nearest the river) by a seepage velocity of 0.02 t/day, 4 tvday, and 6 f/day for the Shallow,
Intermediate, and Deep zone. from p 1-7 of the Sauget Area 2 Focused Feasability Study Volume 1
4. River concentrations calculated by C = Co“e?-lambda*t), where Co = average concentration measured in AA-GWM-S1 (mg/L), lambda = first order degradation constant {d-1),

1 = travel tme (days)

5 Ecological benchmark concentrations without italics obtained from Tier It concentrations {rom Table 5 1 ot “Ecological Risk Assessment for Sauget Area 1", Menzie-Cura & Associates,
2000. Ecological benchmark concentrations with italicss obtained from "Guidance forConducting Ecological Risk Assessments at Remediation Sites 1in Texas”, Texas Natural

Resource Conservation Commission, 2001.

6. First order degradation constants obtained from Tiered Approach to Corrective Action Objectives, Section 742 Table £

NA = Not available
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TABLE 8
PREDICTED SEMI VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND (SVOC) GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE CONCENTRATIONS
FROM LOT F BASED ON TACO DEGRADATION RATES AND MEASURED AVERAGE CONCENTRATIONS
Solutia Inc., W. G. Krummrich Plant
Sauget, lllinois
Lot F Transect Deep Zone
[ 12D I 1,3-Di b | 4.aDichlorobenzene 2-Chiorophenol i
Average Concentration at Location Nearest River] 0.0072* ! 0.0046 * ; 0.0737 * ! 0.0326
well  AA-GWM-S1 [ AAGWMSI \ AA-GWM-51 i AMGWM-ST__ |
Distance to River (ft)|_ 1350 | 1350 1350 i 1350
Travel Time (days)] 225 [ 225 ) 225 ! —-225 i
First Order Degradation Constant (d')i 0.0019 | NA 0.0019 NA
d G C ion at the River 4.66E-03 Can't Calculate 4.81E-02 Can't Calculate
Ecological Benchmark C th ) . : 0.014 ) 0.071 = : -0.015 : e .13
10 times Ecological B: rkC ti ) 0.14 0.71 ) 015 - . . 1.3
Exceed 10 times logical Bench C ? No - . Can't Calculate No I Can't Calculate i
Lot F Transect Deep Zone (Continued)
) 2,4D phenol "~ 4Chiorcaniline | bis(2-Ethylhexylphth [ Napth 1
Average Concentration at Location Nearest River| 0.0045 * 0.0064 | 0.005 * ) } 0.0047
Well AA-GWM-S1_ AA-GWM-S1 AA-GWM-S1 AA-GWM-51 B
Distance to River (ft) 1350 1350 1350 1350 *A
Travel Time (days) 225 225 225 225 R
First Order Degradation Constant (d') 0.00027 NA 0.0018 0.0027
d Gi Concentration at the River ) ) 4.23E-03 . Can't Calculate . 33303 " 2.56E-03
Ecological B rk Concentration: L R 0.085 Sl TUNA L 0003 e 0012
10 times Ecological Benchmark Con e T s 088 R NA R Y RS 1
Exceed 10 times Ecological Benchmark Conc ? K No - Can't Calculate . No - . No J

NOTES

1. Concentrations in milhigram per liter (mg/L)

2 Concentrations represent average detections in respective hydrogeologic zone
* Constituent at one or more sample intervals within respective hydrogeologic zone was not detected and was guantified as 0 5 x detection limit. Constituent was detected n at least

one sample interval.
** Constituent was not detected in any sample intervals within the respective hydrogeologic zone and was quantified as 0 5 x detection limit

3 Travel time calculated by dividing distance 10 river (from monitonng location nearest the river) by a seepage velocity of 0 02 fvday, 4 fYday, and 6 tt/day for the Shaliow.
Intermediate, and Deep zone, from p 1-7 of the Sauget Area 2 Focused Feasability Study Volume 1

4 River concentrations calculated by C = Co*e”-lambda*t), where Co = average concentration measured in AA-GWM-S1 (mg/L}, lambda = first order degradation constant {d-1),

t = travel ime (days)

5 Ecological benchmark concentrations without itahics obtained from Tier Il concentrations from Table 5 1 of “Ecological Risk Assessment for Sauget Area 17, Menzie-Cura & Associates,
2000 Ecologicat benchmark concentrations with italicss obtained from "Guidance forConducting Ecological Risk Assessments at Hemediation Sites in Texas®, Texas Naturai
Resource Conservation Commission, 2001

6 Furst order degradation constants obtained from Tiered Approach to Corrective Action Objectives, Section 742 Table E
NA = Not avalable
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TABLE 9

PREDICTED VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND (VOC) GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE CONCENTRATIONS
FROM LOT F BASED ON TACO DEGRADATION RATES AND MEASURED MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS

Lot F Transect Shallow Zone

Solutia Inc., W G. Krummnch Plant

Sauget, llinois

Chlorobenzene Methylene chloride

Vv

GROUNDWATER
SERVICES. INC.

-
Maximum Concentration at Location Nearest Riven 0.0006 0.0027 0.0011
Well AA-GWM-S1-40FT AA-GWM-S1-40FT AA-GWM-S1-40FT
Distance to River (ft) 1350 1350 1350
Travel Time (days}) 67500 67500 67500
First Order Degradation Constant (d ') 0.0009 0.0023 001
Gi C at the River 2.48E-30 1.02E-70 7.81E-297 =
Ecolog| hmark C 0.13 0.064 220
10 times Ecologicat rk Concentration 1.3 0.64 2
10 times Ecologicat Benchmark C ? No No No
Lot F Transect Intermediate Zone
i Chloromethane
Maximum Concentration at Location Nearest Riven 0.0009
Well AA-GWM-51-60FT
Distance to River {ft) 1350
Travel Time (days)
First Order Degradation Constant (d')]
Groundwater Concentration at the River AN
Ecological Benchnark Concentration Ty
10 times Ecologicat Benchmark Concentration. g
10 times Ecological Benchmark C ] 7 .
Lot F Transect Zone
B Chiorob Chlor Chlorometha; |
o Maximum Concentration at Location Nearest Riven 0.079 3.7 0.011 0.0064 !
Well AA-GWM-$1-80FT AA-GWM-S1-1200FT AA-GWM-S1-100FT AA-GWM-51-140FT |
Distance to River (ft) 1350 1350 1350 1350 ¢
Travel Time (days)| 225 225 225 225 i
First Order Degradation Constant (d'){ 0 0009 00023 NA NA )
Gr C ion at the River 6.45E-02 2.21E+00 Can't Cakculate Can't Calculate
Ecological k C | 0.13 0.064 NA 55.0
10 imes Ecologicai B k Concentration 13 0.64 NA 550
Exceed 10 times Ecological Benchmark C No Yes Can't Calcuiate Can't Calculate
Lot F Transect Deep Zone (Continued)
1,1-Dichioroethane | Toluene Trichio Viny! chioride |
Maxmum Concentration at Location Nearest River 0.014 | 0.0036 0.015 0.027 |
Well| _ AA-GWM-S1-120FT ' AA-GWM-51-80FT AA-GWM-S1-140F T AA-GWM-51-140FT !
Distance to Rver (ft) ) . 1350 ! 1350 1350 1350 |
Trave! Time (days)! 225 ] 225 225 225 |
First Order Degradation Constant (d '} 00019 ; “o.011 0.00042 0.00024 ]
Gr S lon at the River 9.13E-03 3.03E-04 1.36E-02 2.56E-02
E gical Benchmark Cor 0.047 0.0098 0.047 . 563
10 times E gl &k C 0.47 0.098 0.47 56.3
E 10 times Hogical B k C: ? No No No No

NOTES
1 Concentrations in milligram per liter {(mg/L}

2. Concentrations represent maximum detections in respective hydrogeologic zone.
* Constituent at one or more sampie intervals within respective hydrogeologic zone was not detected and was quantitied as 0.5 x detection limit. Constituent was detected in at least

one sampte interval.

** Constituent was not detected in any sample intervais within the respective hydrogeologic zone and was quantitied as 0 5 x detection limit.

w

intermediate, and Deep zone, from p 1-7 of the Sauget Area 2 Focused Feasability Study Voiumne 1
4 River concentrations calculated by C = Co”e”\(-lambda‘t), where Co = maximum concentration measured in AA-GWM-S1 (mg/L), lambda = tirst order degradation constant (d-1),

t = travel ume (days)

o

Travel time caiculated by dividing distance to river (from monitoring focation nearest the river) by a seepage vefocity of 0 02 fvday, 4 ft/day, and 6 f/day for the Shailow,

Ecological benchmark concentrations without italics obtained from Tier Il concentrations from Table 5.1 of "Ecological Risk Assessment for Sauget Area 1*, Menzie-Cura & Associates,

2000. Ecological benchmark concentrations with rtalicss obtained from *Guidance forConducting Ecological Risk Assessments at Remediation Sites in Texas®, Texas Natural

Resource Conservation Commission, 2001

6 First order degradation constants obtained from Tiered Approach to Corrective Action Objectives, Section 742 Table E

NA = Not avallable
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PREDICTED SEMI VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND (SVOC) GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE CONCENTRATIONS
FROM LQT F BASED ON TACO DEGRADATION RATES AND MEASURED MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS

Lot F Transect Deep Zone

TABLE 10

Solutia Inc., W. G. Krummrich Plant

Sauget, llincis

W

GROUNDWATER
SERVICES. INC

[ 1,2-Dichlorob 1,3-Di 1,4-Dichiorob - 2-Chiorophenol
Maximum Concentration at Location Nearest River}_ 0.013 0.0055 0.180 0.046
Well AA-GWM-S1 AA-GWM-S1 AA-GWM-S1 \ AA-GWM-S1 )
Distance to River (h)!‘ 1350 ! 1350 1350 i 1350 }
Travel Time (days) 225 | 225 225 | —225 |
First Order Degradation Constant (d') 00019 - 1 NA 0.0019 i NA |
d Gr C at the River 8.45E-03 - Can't Calculate TIA7E01 Can1Calcuiala -
gical Benchmark Concentration .. " = - 0.014. | 0.071 - 0.015 - =
10 times Ecological Benchmark C. e 0.14 . . 0.71 . - 015" -
E d 10 times Ecological Benchmark Concentration? - No T Can't Calculat ei  Yes LT
Lot F Transect Zone (Continued,|
2,40 P | 4-C niline bis(2-Ethythexyl)p
Maximum Concentration at Location Nearest Rive 0.0053 0.012 0.0009
Well AA-GWM-S1 AA-GWM-St AA-GWM-S1
Distance 10 River (ft) 1350 1350 1350
Travel Time (days), 225 | 225 225
First Order Degradation Constant (d') 0.00027 NA 0.0018

d G Concentration

10 times Ecological Benchmark Cont

Exceed 10 times Ecological Benichmark Ca

NOTES.
Concentrations in milligram per liter (mg/L)

2. Concentrations represent maximum detections in respective hydrogeologic zone.
* Constituent at one or more sample intervals within respective hydrogeoiogic zone was not detected and was quantitied as 0 5 x detection limit. Constituent was detected in at least

one sample intervat.

** Constituent was not detected in any sample intervals within the respective hydrogeologic zone and was quantfied as 0 5 x detection km.

w

Intermediate. and Deep zone, from p 1-7 of the Sauget Area 2 Focused Feasability Study Volume 1.

4 Rwver concentrations calculated by C = Co*e”(-lambda‘t), where Co = maximum concentration measured in AA-GWM-S1 (mg/L), lambda = first order degradation constant (d-1),

t = travel time (days)

3]

Resource Conservation Commission, 2001

6 First order degradation constants obtained from Tiered Approach to Correcuve Action Objectives, Section 742 Table E

NA = Not available

. Travel ime calculated by dividing distance to river (from monitoring location nearest the rniver) by a seepage velocity of 0.02 tvday, 4 tvday, and 6 t/day for the Shallow,

Ecalogical benchmark concentrations without italics obtained from Tier || concentrations from Table 5 1 of *Ecological Risk Assessment for Sauget Area 1", Menzie-Cura & Associates,
2000 Ecological benchmark concentrations with rtalicss obtained from “Guidance forConducting Ecological Risk Assessments at Remediation Sites in Texas”, Texas Natural



September 20, 2002 GROUNDWATER
SERVICES, INC.

VOC AND SVOC GROUNDWATER TRANSPORT ANALYSIS AND
COMPARISON TO ECOLOGICAL BENCHMARK

Solutia, Inc.
W.G. Krummrich Plant
Sauget, lllinois

Figures
Figure Number and Title
Figure 1: Groundwater Monitoring Locations, July 2002
Figure 2: Volatile and Semivolatile Organic Compound Concentrations in Lot F

Transect, July 2002
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1) Ai analyses performed by STL Savannah in Savannah, Georgia.
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VERTICAL SCALE: 1INCH =201t (E) = value 1s estimated because of the presence of interference ROUNDW, Revised AprvaBy  TNM ] ;
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NOTES:
1) A registered professional land surveyor was contracted 10 survey each of the three
sampling locations™ The surveyor determined ground elevation relative to Mean Sea Level,
State plane coordinates, and plant coordinates relative to the coordinate system at the
W.G. Krummrich Plant.
2) Base map from Figure 1, Focused Feasibility Study, Volume 1, Interim Groundwater Remedy

Sauget Area 2 Sites O, Q, R and S. Solutia. Inc., March 31, 2002.
3) River boundary changes with river stage. River boundary on this map is approximate.
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